The authors examine the relationship between retention and changes in freshmen's perspectives on social and academic issues. Using data collected from a student questionnaire administered at the beginning and end of thefieshman yea?; the authors found that contact with faculty may play a signtficant role in how freshmen view their college experience but may not be related to retention. Student retention ?nay be only indirectly related to changes in social and academic integration at an institution and may depend more on variables associated with student characteristics and predispositions.
Academic advisors are in a unique position to discern the personal and educational changes in students during the first year in college. These changes have been linked to the need to design programs and services for the freshman year experience in order to facilitate certain desirable freshman outcomes. Although first-year students bring certain individual characteristics to college (e.g., family background, high school experiences, race, and academic aptitude) that certainly affect their first-year experience, some models of student change emphasize the role of the institution and the impact of student interaction with the college environment. These models emphasize how students act and think while involved in that environment (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991) . This personenvironment fit has a direct and indirect effect on whether the student persists or drops out.
Tinto's theory of student departure (1987) seeks to explain why students voluntarily withdraw from college. Tinto emphasizes that the way freshmen react to their new environment not only depends on their precollege schooling and background but also on their initial intentions about graduating from college and other personal goals. Student integration into the academic and social systems of the institution is viewed as critical to continuing matriculation. Academic integration can be measured by student academic performance and by their level of intellectual development; social integration can be determined by the extent and quality of student interactions with their peer group and the faculty. According to Tinto, the greater the level of social and academic integration, the greater a student's subsequent commitments, both to the institution and to the goal of college graduation.
Many research studies have substantiated Tinto's model of student departure (Allen, 1986; Boyle, 1989; Brown & Robinson, 1988; Cabrera, Stampen, & Hansen, 1990; Ethington, 1990; Halpin, 1990; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1983; Stage, 1989; Wilder & Kellams, 1987) . Recently, however, Cabrera, Nora, & Castarieda (1993) combined Bean's model of student attrition (1985) with Tinto's and showed that the relationship between environmental factors and retention may be more complex than outlined in Tinto's model. Thus, factors external to the institution may affect student socialization and academic integration.
Some studies have found that background characteristics and initial commitments explain little variance in persistence but have indirect effects on academic and social integration (Pascarella & Chapman, 1983; Stoecker, Pascarella, & Wolfle, 1988) . For example, Pascarella and Terenzini (1983) found that social integration had a stronger effect on the persistence of female freshmen. In contrast, academic integration had a stronger direct effect on the persistence of male freshmen. The core constructs of social and academic integration and their predictive validity, for both sexes, have been supported by the majority of studies.
When Pascarella & Terenzini (1980) studied student expectations of a variety of college experiences, they developed a questionnaire to measure the dimensions identified by Tinto as important in student persistence. Precollege characteristics such as sex, race, academic aptitude, high school achievement, parents' educational background, socioeconomic level, and other background variables were controlled because they were identified through previous research as potentially important correlates of persistence or dropout behavior. We employed Pascarella and Terenzini's questionnaire in our study.
The purpose of our study was to determine how the freshman year changes students' initial commitment to an institution. Specifically, how do students' actual first-year college experiences change their perceptions of academic and social integration, taking into account the influences of gender and honors status? We concentrated on gender because of Pascarella and Terenzini's results (1983) . In addition, because little academic and social integration research has focused on highability students, we felt this was an important area to investigate.
Met hod

Sample
Participating in this study were 711 freshmen from a population of 4,613 entering University College at Ohio State University in the fall of 1991. Wc surveyed students who initially declared arts and sciences, business, premedicine, and undecided as their curricular programs. The description and comparison of the overall population to the sample in terms of gender, honors status, and curriculum is found in Table 1 .
To concentrate on gender and honors status, we included in the sample a sufficient number of females and males as well as students participating and not participating in the Honors Program. Table 1 shows that although the sample's ratio of females to males does not differ much from the population's, the sample is highly skewed with respect to honors status. This apparently had an effect on the distribution over race and curricular program as well. Thus, the comparisons in the current study regarding student retention will be limited to gender and honors status.
Data Collection
Our research used the questionnaire developed by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) that designed to assess student opinions regarding their college experience. Specifically, the questionnaire was developed as an institutional integration scale and has been used as a means of understanding student withdrawal, particularly as it relates to Tinto's (1975) conceptual model. The questionnaire was administered to 711 entering freshmen in their Freshman University Survey classes during the first half of their first quarter (henceforth indicated as PRE). These students were selected on the basis of their initial declaration of major. A preliminary interest in differences among curricular programs was responsible for the initial selection but produced nothing significant and allows for the data to be collapsed across this variable. The questionnaire was then mailed to all participants at the end of the freshman year and was returned by 219 students (henceforth indicated as POST). Unfor tunately, because POST surveys were intended to measure opinions at the end of the academic year, telephone follow-ups were precluded during the summer term when most students were no longer on campus.
We used the responses of these 219 in the subsequent analyses because data on both PRE and POST surveys were available for these students only. Although the response rate was low, we deemed the number of students returning the survey was sufficient to perform valid analyses. Also, the large proportion of honors students in this sample, in conjunction with the interest in gender, will focus the results on these comparisons.
Analyses
The study employed a repeated-measures design (TZ = 219) and focused on the 34 items of the questionnaire regarding social and academic integration. Responses were coded on a 5-point Likert scale as Agree Strongly, Agree Somewhat, Not Sure, Disagree Somewhat, and Disagree Strongly. Agree Strongly and Agree Somewhat were then collapsed into AGREE, and Disagree Somewhat and Disagree Strongly were collapsed into DISAGREE. Distributions of the three resultant responses are described below. Items analyzed are found in Table 2 .
The analyses were performed in three stages. First, in order to determine common patterns that remain over the academic year and reduce the number of variables for subsequent analyses, two separate factor analyses were performed for the 219 initial and returned responses. We first performed a principle components factor analysis for each group of responses to assess a sufficient number of factors by means of a scree plot (Cattell, 1966) . Once the number of factors was determined, the analysis was performed again with a varimax rotation. Factors remaining after rotation were then used in subsequent analyses.
The second analysis was a test of the changing opinions regarding social and academic integration as measured by the remaining factors. We looked at the proportion of students who agreed, disagreed, or were not sure when asked at the beginning of the year and compared their responses to the same questions at the end of the year (Grizzle, Starmer, & Koch, 1969; Guthrie, 1981) . Patterns of initial responses (PRE) different from those of returned responses (POST) on the factors will be manifest as a significant chisquare with, in this case, two degrees of freedom.
The third and final stage involved an assessment of the relationship between retention, gender, and honors status with factors showing significant response pattern changes. This was accomplished by analyzing the interactions between the factor response patterns and retention status, gender, and honors status. This allowed for a test of dependency of the response pattern changes on these variables. That is, if a change of opinion over the course of the freshman year exists, the questions asked in this third stage of analysis looked at whether the pattern change (a) related to whether students reenrolled the following fall, (b) depended on gender, and (c) depended on honors status. (Students with ACT composite scores of 28 or above or SAT combined scores of 1250 or above were designated HONORS.) This is a repeated-measures analysis with three response levels (i.e., Agree, Disagree, and Not Sure) and, in all analyses, two populations (i.e., Retained vs. Not Retained, Female vs. Male, and Honors vs. Nonhonors).
Results
Factor Analyses
The results of the factor analyses performed on the questionnaire are shown in Table 2 . For comparison, we have also included Pascarella and Terenzini's (1980) results. For both analyses, scree plots indicated 10 factors should be retained for rotation. Eigenvalues for the initial responses ranged from 1.147 to 5.531, accounting for 63.85% of the variance. Eigenvalues for the returned response ranged from 1.064 to 6.181, accounting for 67.45% of the variance. As shown in Table 2 , the factor patterns after varimax rotation demonstrated agreement for 7 of the 10 factors. These seven factors were used in subsequent analyses. The responses of the items making up
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Scale 5 Faculty Concern for Student Development & Teaching
Few of the faculty members I have had contact with this year are willing to spend time outside of class to discuss issues of interest and importance to students.
Few of the faculty members I had contact with are genuinely outstanding or superior teachers.
Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely interested in students.
Scale 6 Faculty Interest in Tchng./Seruice
Most faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely interested in teaching.
Most of the faculty members I have had contact with are interested in helping students grow in more than just academic areas. 
The numbers in parentheses are alpha reliability coefficients representing the internal consistency of the scales.
T h e numbers in the Pascarella & Terenzini column represent the loadings of the respective items with their scales. These may or may not be the same as the those of the present study.
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the seven factors for both the initial and returned responses were then averaged for each student. The resulting averaged scores were used as data for all subsequent analyses. The first five factors (scales) resemble those of Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) . Scale 6 of the present study contains only two items; these came from Pascarella and Terenzini's Scale 3 (Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching). However, these items had relatively low weights (less than .450) in the present study's corresponding Scale 5 and were included in a separate scale. The same is true for the last factor, which includes only one item (Item #7). This was the 10th factor for both the initial and returned responses and was included in subsequent analyses. The alpha reliabilities (in parentlieses in Table 2 ) indicate acceptable internal consistencies for Scales 1 through 5, although POST responses show consistently more reliability. Scale 6, with only two items, is not reliable but will remain a separate scale in this study because student responses indicate that it may be measuring something different from Pascarella and Terenzini's Scale 3. Table 3 shows the intercorrelations of Scales 1 through 6 and Item 7 for both PRE and POST measures. Some relationships among these scales are more stable over the year than others. For example, students seem to discriminate between peer-group interactions and nonclass faculty interactions at the end of the year but not at the beginning. Likewise, students seem to discriminate between academic and intellectual development and nonclassroom interaction at the end of year but not the beginning. O n the other hand. an association of academic and intellectual develop lnent with institutional and goal commitments appears to exist at the end of the year but not the beginning.
The impact of student-faculty interaction is shown in the change over the year between Scales 2 and 5. The pattern in Table 3 suggests that the more students agree that interactions with faculty have a positive influence, the more students are likely to disagree that faculty are not interested in student development and teaching. In other words, students are more likely to perceive faculty as better teachers and more interested in students at the end of the year, presumably related to the interactions students had with faculty over the year.
Finally, student satisfaction with academic and intellectual development at the end of the year does not seem to be related to whether they have chosen a major. However, at the beginning of the year they do seem to relate. Alternatively, at the end of the year, students who claim not to have found a major seem to have a lower level of com- The numbers in each cell are correlations for PRE (top number) and POST (bottom number in parentheses). Table 4 shows, for the seven factors, the changes that resulted over the course of the first year for the 219 freshmen surveyed. The results of the analysis of these data are shown in Table 5 . Clearly, the changes in response patterns were most salient for Peer-Group Interactions, Institutional and Goal Commitments, Faculty Interest in Teaching and Service, and Undecided Major. The results shown in Tables 4 and 5 suggest that (a) freshmen were significantly more likely to believe that they developed satisfying and productive relationships with peers at the end of the year than at the beginning, (b) institutional commitment increased over the course of the year, (c) students viewed faculty as less interested in teaching and less helpful at the end of the year than at the beginning, and (d) significantly fewer students were undecided at the end of the year. Table 6 shows the results of the analyses of response pattern dependencies for Scales 1, 4, and 6 and for Item 7. As can be seen from the analysis of interaction terms, only Scale 6 (Faculty Interest in Teaching and Service) seems to depend on honors status. No factor was dependent on gender or retention status.
Analysis of Changes in Response Patterns
Analysis of Response Pattern Dependencies
Because student opinions regarding Faculty Interest in Teaching and Service seem to depend on honors status, a further analysis was done to assess the structure of the dependency (i.e., an analysis of nested effects). We asked whether honors or nonhonors students' response with respect to Faculty Interest in Teaching and Service changed more and in which direction. Table 7 shows these results. The pattern of change nested within honors students shows a significant effect (~'(2) = 14.65, p = 0.0007) whereas the pattern is not significantly different nested within nonhonors students (x2(2) = 3.36, p = 0.1861). In addition, the residual f(2) = 3.36 for the analysis of Scale 6 nested within honors is nonsignificant (p = 0.1861). These data, then, support the hypothesis that the pattern of response changes is greater for honors students (i.e., a nonsignificant residual indicates no significant difference between the empirical and hypothesized models). Table 8 shows that this may be due to the relatively large increase in the number of honors students who, at the end of the year, did not believe that faculty are interested in teaching and service. Thus, honors students were more likely than nonhonors students to change their opinion regarding Faculty Interest in Teaching and Service. Specifically, at the end of the year honors students had a greater likelihood of believing that faculty were not interested in teaching and service.
Discussion
Our discussion will focus on three areas: (a) confirmation of scales, (b) explanation of response pattern changes on Pascarella & Terenzini's scales over the course of subjects' freshman year, and (c) explanation of relationships between student retention, gender, honors status, and changes in response patterns.
As noted, these results matched well with Pascarella & Terenzini's original five scales.
However, we found slight variations in the factor structure of these data. uinely interested in teaching" and 'Most of the faculty members I have had contact with are interested in helping students grow in more than just academic areas." This factor structure suggests that students have three general perceptions of faculty. These perceptions might include student evaluations of faculty impact through nonclassroom interactions on career goals and intellectual and personal growth. Another general perception may be student evaluation of faculty teaching skills inside the classroom and skills at discussing issues outside. Lastly, students may have a general perception of a faculty member's attitude toward a specific aspect of his or her craft (i.e., teaching and helping students).
Unlike previous studies that specifically tested Tinto's model as a predictor of retention, this study also incorporated a repeated-measures design of Pascarella & Terenzini's scales. As noted, we found some positive and negative response changes on the seven scales. Three positive changes were observed. Subjects believed that they developed more satisfying and productive relationships with peers at the end of their freshman year. This might be expected if one considers normal college student development. As Chickering & Reisser (1993) note, students develop more mature interpersonal relationships as they progress through college. Students also increased their institutional commitments at the end of their freshman year as well as decisiveness about their college majors. Furthermore, the relationships between these factors change over the year.
Nevertheless, these changes were not good predictors of retention; even though changes occurred during the first year for some students, the decision to remain at the institution appears to be independent of these changes. That is, because the attitudes per se seem to be good predictors of retention Stoecker et al., 1988) , and if we assume they accurately reflect what is'occurring in a student's institutional environment, then it seems possible that the changes in this social and academic context play only a minor role in a student's decision to remain at the institution. Therefore, some other factor or factors may be responsible for the decision to stay (cf. Cabrera, Nora, & Castaiieda, 1993) . Thus, this study raises the questions of how-and to what extent-ther, more stable (possibly psychological) factors affect student retention? And further, are these factors also responsible for the attitudes measured in this study? If this is the case, these attitudes may be related to retention secondarily by virtue of their relationship with factors not measured in the present study. This is speculative; further research is needed.
Second, some studies have shown that gender interacts differently with the Pascarella & Terenzini scales (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1983) . That is, path analyses have shown that social integration scales had a stronger effect on freshman year persistence of females. In contrast, academic integration scales had a stronger direct effect on freshman year persistence of males. Because gender did not seem to play a role in changes that occurred over the year, it is possible that men and women at this age come to college with different sets of issues that are not susceptible to change during the first year. Again, this speculative issue needs to be tested.
Finally, one significant response pattern interaction unexpectedly occurred. This involved the scale measuring student perception of faculty's interest in teaching and service. Findings indicated that honors students perceived faculty as having a greater interest in teaching at the beginning of the school year as opposed to the end. Freshman honors students apparently had greater expectations of faculty teaching than the nonhonors students. This is a rather surprising finding because honors students typically receive more individual attention and participate in smaller classes taught by full faculty.
In an effort to account for this unexpected finding, the combined values of the items for Scale 6 were regressed on the total number of times students reported meeting with faculty (on questionnaires completed at the end of the school year). This analysis showed that of the 184 students responding to this series of questions, students who actually met with faculty were more likely to agree that faculty are interested in teaching and service. Students who reported that they had not met with faculty were more likely to disagree (F(1,182) = 24.745, p < 0.0001).
These results suggest that honors students enter college with higher expectations of faculty than nonhonors students. This seems reasonable given that the institution in this study actively recruits high-ability students and makes it clear at the beginning of the freshman year that special services are available to them. Thus, it is possible that if students have relatively high expectations of faculty, failure to meet and talk with them may result in unfavorable (and possibly unrealistic) beliefs
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Volume 15 (2) Fall 1995 about faculty interest in their job. This result may be an artifact of student inability or unwillingness to talk with faculty. Although generalizations of the data in this study to more heterogeneous populations must be approached with caution, these findings have important implications for university programs that attempt to increase involvement of faculty with students to ensure student retention. These results suggest that retention may not be dependent on changes in student perception of faculty interest in teaching and service. Rather, they may demonstrate that a student characteristic, such as willingness or unwillingness of honors students to meet with faculty, may be associated with students' perceptions of faculty interest in teaching and helping them. It is possible that freshman honors students have greater expectations of faculty than do nonhonors students.
For academic advisors working closely with honors students, these data suggest that helping honors students to restructure their expectations of faculty may also be of some importance. Advisors may need to consider the background cf an honors student. That is, some highly skilled students may be more likely to expect a close relationship with faculty in a setting where professors initiate the contact. These high ability students may need to adjust their expectations by making contact with faculty in and out of the classroom. Advisors may want to be particularly sensitive to shy or nonassertive students who might not be likely to initiate contact with faculty.
Conclusion
This study reaffirms the complexity between student characteristics and institutional factors in terms of retention. These data provide additional insights into the application of Tinto's model. First, changes in social and academic integration as reflected in student self-assessments do not necessarily predict retention. In addition, we found no relationship between gender and change in attitudes toward social and academic issues. We suggest further studies using the same factor structure in addition to other, and possibly more fundamental, psychological factors to predict retention and assess the putative relationship between gender and social and academic integration.
Second, an additional factor focusing on student expectations for faculty interaction requires closer scrutiny, especially with honors students.
Identifying and dealing with student expectations of faculty may be as critical as encouraging faculty involvement. Third, and not surprisingly, student percep tions of institutional commitment, peer relationships, and decisions associated with selecting a major do change through during the freshman year. Although changes in the Pascarella and Terenzini scales over the year were not strong predictors of retention in this study, they are useful as measures of student perception of social and academic integration. However, student perception of social and academic integration may differ from the actual integration taking place; thus changes in these perceptions may not be the best measures to use in the prediction of retention. We suggest that other-currently speculative-psyche logical factors may play a role in retention as well as in student attitudes about the college experience.
